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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1 - 48 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



2. Claims 19, 20, 32, 33 and 45 - 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 19, 20, 32, 33 and 45 - 46 recite a reference-base relationship, which according to 
the specification page 12, lines 12 - 13, the resource(s) need to obtain write locking to itself 
(themselves) and to the referencing resource in order to write to the referencing resource. For 
the purpose of the examination, the examiner will assume those are typographical error and that 
locking comprises write locking instead of read locking the resource. 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Leff et al 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



(US 6,275,863, hereafter referred to Leff). 
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The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. Based upon 
the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a showing under 37 
CFR 1. 132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the 
inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another/' or by an appropriate 
showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

Regarding claim 1, a method of managing the locking of resources of a data repository, 
said method comprising: 

determining a relationship between a plurality of resources of said data repository, 
wherein said relationship is at least one of a containment-based relationship and a reference- 
based relationship (col. 5, lines 49 - 64, col. 14, lines 14 - 43, figs. 1, 7 and 8); and 

locking at least one resource of said plurality of resources based on said relationship (col. 
5, lines 49 - 64, figs. 1, 7 and 8). 

Claims 4 and 7 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 1 above. 

5. Claims 1 - 9, 10, 22, 23, 35, 36 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Soltis et al (US 6,493,804, hereafter referred to Soltis). 

Regarding claim 1, Soltis discloses a method of managing the locking of resources of a 
data repository, said method comprising: 

determining a relationship between a plurality of resources of said data repository, 
wherein said relationship is at least one of a containment-based relationship and a reference- 
based relationship (figs. 5 and 6, col. 5, lines 63 - col. 6, lines 8); and 
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locking at least one resource of said plurality of resources based on said relationship 
(abstract, col. 14, lines 33 - 55, col. 19, lines 15 - 34). 

Regarding claim 2, Soltis discloses a method of claim 1, wherein said locking of said at 
least one resource is performed without locking at least one other resource of said plurality of 
resources (col. 3, lines 41 - 64 and col. 18, line 62 - col. 19, line 1 1). 

Regarding claim 3, Soltis discloses a method of claim 1, wherein said locking of said at 
least one resource is further based on an operation to be performed (abstract, col. 9, lines 42 - 
65). 

Claims 4 and 7 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 1 above. 

Claims 5 and 8 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 2 above. 

Claims 6 and 9 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 3 above. 

Regarding claim 10, Soltis discloses a method of claim 3, wherein the operation 
comprises at least one of create, delete, read and write (col. 9, lines 42 - 65, col. 14, lines 33 - 
55, col. 19, lines 15-34). 

Regarding claim 22, Soltis discloses the method of claim 1, wherein at least one resource 
comprises at least one of a table and a directory (fig. 5). 

Claims 23 and 36 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 10 above. 

Claims 35 and 48 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 22 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 1 - 14, 24 - 27 and 37 - 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Soltis et al (US 6,493,804, hereafter referred to Soltis) in view of Shaughnessy 

(US 5,555,388). 

Regarding claim 11, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the relationship is a 
containment-based relationship, wherein the at least one resource comprises a first resource and a 
second resource, the first resource referencing the second resource in fig 5, except he did not 
clearly specify the locking comprises write locking the first resource in order to create an 
instance of the second resource. Nevertheless, Shaughnessy discloses of write locking the first 
resource in order to create an instance the second resource (col. 9, line 44 - col. 10, line 37). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to prevent other users from changing the 
contents of a family of objects (col. 9, lines 66 - col. 10, lines 1). 

Regarding claim 12, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the relationship is a 
containment-based relationship, wherein the at least one resource comprises a first resource and a 
second resource, the first resource referencing the second resource in fig. 5, except he did not 
clearly specify the locking comprises write locking the first resource and the second resource in 
order to delete an instance of the second resource. Nevertheless, Shaughnessy discloses of write 
locking the first resource and the second resource in order to delete an instance the second 
resource (col. 9, line 44 - col. 10, line 37). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
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ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to 
obtain exclusive access on an object and ensure data consistency. 

Regarding claim 13, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the relationship is a 
containment-based relationship, wherein the at least one resource comprises a first resource and a 
second resource, the first resource referencing the second resource in fig. 5, except he did not 
clearly specify the locking comprises read locking the second resource in order to read 
therefrom. Nevertheless, Shaughnessy discloses of read locking the resource in order to read 
therefrom (col. 9, line 18 - col. 10, line 37 and col. 15, lines 42 - 44). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate this feature to Soltis to provide concurrent access to data. 

Regarding claim 14, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the relationship is a 
containment-based relationship, wherein the at least one resource comprises a first resource and a 
second resource, the first resource referencing the second resource in fig. 5, except he did not 
clearly specify the locking comprises write locking the second resource in order to write thereto. 
Nevertheless, Shaughnessy discloses of write locking the resource in order to write thereto (col. 
9, line 18 - col. 10, line 37). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to prevent other 
users from changing that object in anyway (col. 9, lines 66 - col. 10, line 1). 

Claims 24 - 27 and 37 - 40 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claims 11-14 
respectively. 
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8. Claims 15 -21, 28 - 34 and 41 - 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Soltis et al (US 6,493,804, hereafter referred to Soltis) in view of Annevelink 
(US 5,448,727). 

Regarding claim 15, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises a first resource and a second resource, the first resource referencing the 
second resource in fig. 5, except he did not clearly show the relationship is a reference-based 
relationship and the locking comprises write locking the first resource in order to delete the first 
resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of reference-based relationship (col. 18, table 4 
and fig. 6) and write locking the object in order to delete the object (col. 12, lines 27 - lines 31, 
lines 42 - 63). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to improve concurrency in 
database accesses. 

Regarding claim 16, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises a first resource and a second resource, the first resource referencing the 
second resource in fig. 5, except he did not clearly show the relationship is a reference-based 
relationship and the locking comprises write locking the first resource in order to create an 
instance of the second resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of reference-based 
relationship (col. 18, table 4 and fig. 6) and write locking the object in order to create an instance 
of another object (col. 11, lines 36 - 52, col. 12, lines 27 - lines 31, lines 42 - 63, col. 13, lines 
25 - 46). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to improve concurrency in database 
accesses. 
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Regarding claim 17, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises at least one instance of a first resource and a second resource, at least one of 
the at least one instance of the first resource referencing the second resource in fig. 5, except he 
did not clearly show the relationship is a reference-based relationship and the locking comprises 
write locking the at least one of the at least one instance of the first resource in order to delete the 
second resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of reference-based relationship (col. 18, 
table 4 and fig. 6) and write locking the object in order to delete another referencing object (col. 
12, lines 27 - lines 3 1 , lines 42 - 63). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to improve 
concurrency in database accesses. 

Regarding claim 18, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises a first resource and a second resource, the first resource referencing the 
second resource in fig. 5, except he did not clearly show the relationship is a reference-based 
relationship and the locking comprises read locking the first resource and the second resource in 
order to read the second resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of reference-based 
relationship (col. 18, table 4 and fig. 6) and read locking the object in order to read the object 
(col. 12, lines 27 - lines 31, lines 42 - 63). It would have obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art to obtain read locking the second resource (the second object) that is being referenced by the 
first resource (first object) in order to access the second object. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this 
feature to Soltis to improve concurrency access to the database. 
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Regarding claim 19, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises at least one instance of a first resource and a second resource, at least one of 
the at least one instance of the first resource referencing the second resource in fig. 5, except he 
did not clearly show the relationship is a reference-based relationship and the locking comprises 
write locking the second resource and at least one instance of the first resource in order to write 
to the second resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of reference-based relationship (col. 
18, table 4 and fig. 6) and write locking the object in order to delete another referencing object 
(col. 12, lines 27 - lines 31, lines 42 - 63). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to 
improve concurrency in database accesses. 

Regarding claim 20, Soltis discloses a method of claim 10, wherein the at least one 
resource comprises a first resource, a second resource and a third resource, the first resource and 
second resource referencing the third resource in fig. 5, except he did not clearly show the 
relationship is a reference-based relationship and the locking comprises write locking the first 
and second resource and write locking the third resource. Nevertheless, Annevelink discloses of 
reference-based relationship (col. 18, table 4 and fig. 6) and write locking the objects in order to 
write to the third object (col. 12, lines 27 - lines 31, lines 42 - 63). It would have obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to obtain write locking the resources (first second and third 
objects) in order to in order to write to the third object. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature 
to Soltis to improve concurrency access to the database. 
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Regarding claim 21, Soltis discloses the method of claim 1, except he did not clearly 
specify the determining comprises employing a set of policies. Nevertheless, Annevelink 
discloses of a storage structure that contains the relationships between the objects contained in 
the domain as well as part of the object directory defining the objects contained in the domain 
(col. 10, lines 27 - 49). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature to Soltis to assist in finding the 
necessary information. 

Claims 28 - 34 and 41 - 47 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claims 15-21 
respectively. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lilian Vo whose telephone number is (703) 305-7864. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



Lilian Vo 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2127 



lv 

October 21, 2003 




